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Abstract of

PUTTING TACTICAL BACK INTO THEATER AIRLIPT

The onca clear distinctiona between atrategio and
tactical airlift 18 beooming snoreasingly more clouded. The
Theater CINCs are concerned over the readiness of theater
airlitt to meet their theater needs. This together with the
added emphagis on univy of command oreatead by the
doldwatera~Nichola Aot of 1080 sa areating a growing desire
by the Theatar (C1MCs to reaocquire command of Lheater ainrliift
from the Military Airlift Command (MAC). 1 axplain why
tactical and strategioc airlift were consulidated invo MAC
and outline the Theater Airlift Manager (TAM) system. With
that as background 1 show how tactical airlift hag heen
asgimilated by the styrategic misaion diluting the emphasis
on tactical airlift and how thia 18 ocauNing oonoern for
MAC'as responsiveness to the theater airlift needs The
paper concludes the benefits of the single manager conoep!
outweigh the duplsoation of efforta whioh will result from
returning command to the Theater CINC. A number of
recommendations sre made including & ohange in polioy by the
Air Force to reemphasixe the diatinot differences belween

atrategic and tagtioal atplift St . s
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Ag a result of the Goldwaters-Nicholes Act of 1986 and the
emphagis on unity of command and joint operationsa, the debate
over ownership of theater airlift has again been opened. | The
diacugsion 18 resurfacing old arguments over the organization and
regpongiveneags of theater airlift. As a quick reminder, theater
airlift is designed for resupply, troop movement, and airborne
operations within a theater, while astrategic airlift is for
operatione between theaters. Over the course of the pagt 40
years the US has been on a evolutionary process of consolidating
1ts airlift assetg into a gingle command that today i8 called the
Military Airlitt Command (MAC). 1In 1974 theater airlift asgets
were consolidated into MAC and in 1876 the Secretary of Defense
made MAC a specified command. By doing so unity of command in
the theater wag broken as airlift assets were no longer under the
command of the Theater CINC. Isgues over crganization of forces,
respcngivenegs to priorities and airlift funding have
re-energized a call for the theater airlift to again be under the
command of the Unified CINC.

The evolutionary process reasulting in the consolidation of
airlift has taken place along gide the changing capabilities of
aircraft, emphasis on the similarities tetween the astrategic and
theater migsion, and the recognition of airlift as a vitval, but
limited resource important to national policy implementation.
Further, airlift ia a “syastem’” of interlocking parts which ie
more efficient when organized to provide rapid, and responsive

common user tranasportation. In other terme, the driving argument

tehind congclidation has been the angwer to the following




question: why should each service, operational commander, or
agency huaband its own airlift transportation assets when one
organization, trained, equippea and specialized in the busineas
of airlift can provide etfficient and coat effective airlitt
gervices to the Department of Defense (DOD) as a whole?

With the unity of command becoming a greater issue, this
question 18 being reexamined. It may just turn out that unity of
command 13 more important than unity ot effort.

The questiong I want to explore with this paper are: \is
the current theater airlift system being respongive to the
theater CINC, and {f not, will decentralizing command of the
theater airlift assets be the right anawer? To begin to answer
thege two vital issues first, I will provide the background to
the development of airlitt doctrine, secondly how the current
theater ajirlift system 18 integrated into the theater

organization, and lastly at what stepa are being taken to aclve

the 1ssue.




CHAPTER 11
AIRLIFT DOCTRINE

The development of airlift doctrine hasg been an

evolutionary process, much like Air Forca doctrine as a whole.
As early as 1828 the value of air transport in a military role

wag forming as early advocates of air power such as Major Henry
H. "Hap® Arncld participated in early teats of the airplanes’
role in air transport. His early involvement in these
examinationg probably led to Major General Arnold in 1041 to say:

*Any nation in building an air force cannot think of

its 1ighting planes alone. This air transport service

for troops, supplies, ambulances and medical service

and for the transport of artillery and heavy equipment

is a necessary adjunct to the maintenance of any

efficisnt tighting force in the tield. The speed of

modern mechanized forces makes it distinctly advisable

that at least a portion of their supply columns and
agencies travel through the afr." 2

Such wag the reccognition of the airplane’s utility in a transport
role providing range, speed, and floxibility -- an undisputed
truth which today has resulted in an ever growing demand for
airlitt.

Although the military recognized the usefulness of the
transport airplane 1t «ntered World War Il woefully lacking in
transport aircraft. In fact, 1t was the civil carriers who
provided the early transport capability both in airplanes and
training air crews. 3 [t was believed, 1f necessary, available
civilian airplanes would provide the military with off{ the shelf
asrcraft to fulfill trangportation needs. However it was soon
recognized that although helpful, civilian ajirplanes were not
deaigned to undertake the specialized military tasks. The same

holds true today, especially for the tactical airlift mission

where alrcrait require special equlipment and handling




capabilities to operate in to and out of remote airfields and
perform a variety of specialized tasks.

As WWI1 progressed, a large number of transport servines
developed in the individual theaters. Each had its own
particular mission designed to meet that theaters particular
needs and did not necessarily contribute to the whole. 4 Ag a
result the Air Transport Command (ATC) was formed to provide
centralized organization, and command and control of intertheater
airliftt operations. The theater airlift was organized under the
Troop Carrier Command (TCC), but in the theater it wag under the
command of the Theater CINC. One impetus behind formation of ATC
was to prevent the theater commanders from rerouting intertheater
airlift assets for intertheater miggiona. For this reason ATC's
migaion wag clearly delineated as:

‘The Air Trangport Command, Army Air Forces, ig8 the War

Department agency for the transportation by air of
personnel, material, and mail. Aircraft and crews
engaged in the operation of air transportation and
ferrying services will not be diverted from such
operation by commanderg concerned except in cases
requiring that such operationas be delayed until
security will permit resumption of operations.” 3§

World War 11 proved to be a watershed for alirliftt by making
1t8 mark on military operations. It became recognized as a vital
element of airpower and gained the trust of senior leaderehip.
Mcet 1mportant 1t was recognized that ‘strategic airlift is
gaeparate from troop carrier /,viation. However, in unique
circumstances, strategic airlift may perform combat aupply by
air, both air landing and air dropping, but again only upon

agreement of all concerned.” 8§ On the flip aide, theater airlift

algo could perform asatrategic like misaione of aupply on regular

routes. These gimilarities clouded the distinction between thesge




two misgions, providing compulaion in the ensuing years to
examine these two migsiona for v, lication of effort and
economiea of resgources.

With the creation : the Air Force in 1947, and the
post-war demobilization, airlift saw much turbulence and constant
review with p* »iryur2 to achieve efficiency in operations.
Repeatedly documented was duplication in effort by the separate
gervice’'g airlitt transportation syetema. For this reason in 1948
ATC and the Navy's Air Tranaport service were combined into the
Military Air Transport Service (MATS), later to become the MAC.
Theater airlift remained under the command of the Theater CINC
with the forces provided by Tactical Air Command (TAC).

The Army also retained and expanded itas own fixed wing
organic trangport up until Vietnam. In the yearg before Vietnam
and during Vietnam the Air Force and the Army each had been
developing its own airlitt capability. However, °‘Through a
gseries of Army-Air Force agreements reached during the 1680a, the
Air Force had become responsible for conducting strategic and
tactical airlift operations. Tactical Airlitt was the mainstay
of the Army’'s maneuver capability in Vietnam, but the Army still
possessed a number of small, fixed-wing aircratt capable of
carrying troops and supplies to combat zones. 7 Thege aircraft
were the C-7 Carabou and the C-123 Provider. The wide digperesion
ot operating areag together with their remoteness created by
Vietnam's jungle terrain put heavy burdenz on tactical airlift to
maintain air linesg of communication (ALOCs).

In Vietnam the duplication of these gsystems was seen as

inefricient. Additionally, confusion began to arige over




decontliction and airlift miassion assignment. The Army similarly
wag concerned over the growing Air Force helicopter force which
had become their primary organic transportation agsset next to the
truck. What transcribed was an agreement between the Air Force
and the Army in 1966 wherein the Army relinquished 1ts claim to
all tixed-wing aircratt designed for tranaport and in return the
Aly Force gave up 1ts helicopters except those for sgsearch and
regcue and gpecial air warfare. What is8 more important the Air
Force agreed to confer with the Army on the characteristics of
future airlift aircraft to ensure interoperability with Army
supply, resupply, and troop movement functiona. 8 With thisa
agreement the Air Force waz inextricably linked to supporting the
Army's tactical airlift needs.

The airlift requirements in Vietnam grew to . he point where
the Air Force gset up a separate dedicated airiift command and
control structure. The 834th Air Divigion reported to 7th Air
Force, and had gole regpongibility for airliftt control within
Vietnam. Thisg was counter to policy of having a aingle command
and control for all strike and theater air. However, the aystem
proved succegsful and set the precedent for the Theater Airlitt
Manager Concept which we use today. § The C-130 aircraft was
introduced at this time and proved succegsful in the operating
the Air Lineg of Communication (ALOC) tfor logistics in the
theater. However, because the aircraft were being flown more in
thig role many gimilarities were being drawn between the
gtrategic and tactical misgion egpecially in the sSupport areas.

Duplication was found in the aerial ports where aseparate support

elementg were operating on the game field, one for theater




airlitt and the other operated by MATS in support of the
atrategic misegion. This overlap in miasion was brought out in
the Project CORONA HARVEST in the early 1970s.

Project CORONA HARVEST, was 'a ayastematic effort to gather
and evaluate evidence from Southeagt Asia.” |0 Two controveraial
igsue8 were reviewed: separate management functions for airlitft
and the °“long-standing divigion of the nation’s tactical and
gtrategic airlift forces among separate commands.’ The study
found, “the separate tactical and strategic airlift managemen?
organizationsa had duplicated command, aerial port and support
elementeg.’ and recommended °‘that ateps be taken to achieve a
aingle airlift command as soon as possible.’ |l Further, the
study validated the need for a dedicated airlift management
sysatem independent of the atrike forces. Needless to say TAC
opposed combining the two gystemg undsr one command. TAC was
concerned that combining TAC airlitftt resources with the
‘strategic airlift unite would diminish the tactical orientation
ot the torce.” 12 Historically tactical airliftt had been
dedicated to the ground forces. By congolldating these forces
into a common user gystem 1t was believed thias bond would be
diluted.

The arguments were gtrong on both sides. However, the
"rroponents promised it would save manpower and money, increase
efficiency, provide theater commanders with greater flexibility
in nmeeting airlift requirements and accelerate and simplitfy the

augmentation of tactical and strategic airlift in support of each

other. " 13 The proponents believed a synergiastic effect could be
achieved by combining the two forces. That 13, the sum airlitt
7



would be greater than the separate parts.

Problems of mobilizing the European t‘heater C-130 assgeta
to support the resupply of Igrael during the Arab-Israeli war of
1973, called Nickel Grasg, demonatrated the aeficlencieas of
having the tactical and strategic airlift operated by two
gseparate command structures. It took seven days to coordinate
twelve C-1308 trom EUCOM for dedication tc MAC for use in
operation. |4 It was baecoming more evident "a consolidated
airlift force could implement a gtandard systems for all
airlift." 13 Ae asuch the discrepanciea in airlift command and
control highlighted by Nickel Grass were powerful arguments to
combine the Tactical and Strategic airlitt asgeta into one
command.

Further presgsure came from the realities of a post-war
military needing to trim cost and streamline operations.
Secretary of Defendge James R. Scheleginger calling upon the
findings of CORCNA HARVEST and his desire to make the services
more interdependent, inatructed the mervices to "conasolidate in
FY 76 all strategic and tactical airlift under MAC as a single
manager which will be degignated as a specified command for

Airlift. " I8 (For a liating ot MAC gained units froa i see

appendix 1) This .ncluded Navy and Marine aagsets as wel]l except
for special tasks such ag the Marine’'8 refueling KC-130s8 and the

Navy's Carrier Onboard Deliver Operattion~ (CODO). As the
directives were being put into action TAC and the other gervices

volced concern about MAC’s responsivenegs« to their future airlift

needs. The Secretary “promiged that the DOD was taking a




careful, deliberate approach to implementing the airlift
consoltidatior. to enaure that there will be no loss in airlitt
service for the Navy and Marine Corpse.” 17 The Commander of

TAC, General Robert J. Dixcn, wag agsured by then Commander of
MAC, General P. K. Carlton, that he would place heavy emphasis on
preserving the image of tactical airlift. As we will see this {s
true, however, through the years the assimilation of the tactical
airlift force has been congumed by the strategic mind gzet.

With this higtory behind us we can conclude threa things,.
Firat, there has been a digstinct difference between, what we ¢Call
today, intertheater and intratheater misasion. Intertheater
airlift was born from the troop carrier units of WWII and havs
been inextricably linked to the operation of ground foroces,
Intertheater airlift is strategic in nature and has been mainly
concerned with the deployment of forcea. Secondly the
gimilarities between thesgse missions, especially in the support
areag hasg brought presrure to bear to recognize an economy of
etfort through consolidation under a single command structure
Third. and lagt, the recognition that airlift is a system
compriged of many elements, not juat airplanes.

One vital element of making airlift function is command
and control. in the ftollowing chapter 1 will discuss the Theater

Airlitt Manager (TAM) Concept and how through the TAM the Theater

CINC's atrlift needs are met.
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OMAPTER 111
THEATER AIRLIPT MANAQEN
THE POROCE MULTIFLIED

The wingie most. aignifiaant aspeet of airliiv 1d Vhat )\ G0
a sayatam ol alrplanea, alr erown, maintenances, legieliae, aerial
port wpedialists, end eommand and uvenirel ., iV was the
recognivion of an airlifL ayatem whieh gave eredonee Vo airiitly
oconanitdatiocn (e aohlave unity of effart ih atrlift 6r what (0
mare oftan referred Lo ae ‘Lhe 'eingle manager eencept.’' The
Aingle manager waa horn frem a reveghition by the DOb en the
reliance of Vhe servives 6n alPIIIL. 14 wae ereated in en effert
to bolaver airlify readineas and improve the affectivonens and
overcal) euvnumy ef alriif\v sauppert provided Lv Lhe Armed
Forced. 10 The annhexaltonr ef Lheater alrli() asners Inte MAC {1
JUTG mades grssl galhm Ltoward that eng Nowevar, ag wWith any
largs Cungitmarate auUch ad MAL, there het heety, In my viaw, a
Lrade ¢ft tn resjenaivanesn fuy eltfivienvy

Meny uparational cvummanders o6 hel underntand the
aomp-ledivien uf gperating oh airjift system and ssvnnequently view
MA' am not respunaive A evplanatvien a«f the Theater Airjite
Marager Cunvepl may evplalh why thin 1a MG

Alr ity does net ewivt fur tLaelf U proeviden o dorvive
ta & hamt uwfl ussra Ihetds abd uytalde tha hop In the Lheater
airiite raje. 1L serves the Theater CIiNHC Laoed upnn hie anpresand
priorvejes and within the jarger auupe ol natiunal satrategy Pur
Lhe mowt. part, aflriiftt ta & reagquegl. and regpunde ayatem T™he
ussr ur custome)r veygueals airlift Lhruugh hie aerviae channele e
a validatur whidh appruves the yse of alriify o meet the

upsc bl Cranepartation hesd In Lhe cvans uf Rurupe, CIN'RUN han

ju




designated USAFE as 1ts executive agent to validate airlift
requests., A similar situation exists in the Pacific theater. In
the cane of & joint operation such as Desert Storm, or Just Cause
a Joint Movementa Control Center (JMC) with representatives from
each servioce (8 formed O act as the CINC's senior validating
agent . 10 Kequests are rank ordered based on an established JCS
priority aystem then passed to the Commander of Airlift Fonces
(COMALF) for tasking. The COMALF is the senior airlift manager
deaignated by MAC and approvaed by CINC USTRANSCOM. 20 The COMALF
in & member of the Air Component Commander's staff as the Deputy
Chiaf of Btaff for Airlift., The COMALF then is dual hatted;
reaponmible to MAC, but also to the AFCC. Through the COMALF's
derdircared Asrlift Oontrol Oenter (ALCC) the COMALF plans
courdinates the asrlift tuskings which are executed by the
airlify unite adsigned to the theaster. The COMALF also manages
for MAC the strategic misasions transiting his area of
respunalbylity.

This arranfement gives the Theater CINC through the AFCC
vuperavinonail Contirol (OFCON) over aseigred theater airlift
Alruoraft Fqually smportant, through the TAM, the AFCC has
arcens Lo all of MAC'a atrlift resources on a pre-coordinated
LN This madded benefit of the TAM gives a CINC “one stop
ahoppaing  vo muaet hie airlify neede. Thiw 18 the real baenefit of
the wingle airitft managar concept.

‘I'hne process oyale for a routine request to be fulfilled ig

about, J4-48 hours. In the event an immediate airlift mission is
needed ., such am an emergeancy resupply or air evacuation, the

avitem in demigrned to be mahort circutted by the Tactical Liaisgon




Officer (TALO). Thie individual is assigned with the various
cugtomerag and aids the user in determining his airlift
requirements. The TALO, through what ever communication means
available, will centact the Airlift Control Center (ALCC) to pass
the request. However, the request must still pass through the
myriad of layers of service channels to the JMC for validation.
Needless to say, without a validated request the ALCC cannot act
on i1t to task the miazion. The procese then remains labored by
many layers of validation and delays the COMALF’'e ability to
respond.

Why then have a request process at all? Firet of all
airlift is not the only means available to the user. The Army
must weigh the uge of organic means ovar the cost of providing
airlift. Additionally, i1t may be just more efficient to use s
tpruck then an airplane. Lastly, the requirementa far airlift
normally outatrip the total airlift capability. Therefore some
gvstem of racking requirements against capability must exist.

The process is8 further complicated by the fact that some
miggion types may take an extraordinary amount of preparstion and
coordination. For example an airdrop of supplies to a torward
Area requires special loading, airplane preparation, and air crew
route and drop planning to ensure migaion asuccess. However, an
air evacuation. or airland mission may only raequire diverting an
aitrplane already airborne into the nearegt airfield to the
patient. The value of a dedicated TAM system provides the

capability to use the apprcpriate asset to meet the requirement

versus the need for a aspecific airplane or units organic asset.




The Armv would prefer to have a ovotem whizh reduces response t¢
g1Xx hours. 1l Howsver., thin meanc maintaining a host «of
airplanes ch a strip alert. This traditionally har heern avoided
by MAC because of its inefficient. use ¢f limited airvianaes, MAC
prefers tc ooerate on a set of routes «n an established achodule
based uoon the known requiremento. Thio worke great for
strategic lift where you're orerating out <f basically Lhe game
main bases dav in and day out, llowever, 1f theater airlift is
to be supprartive of the ground torces. 1t nupt move With the
battle. Thie requireo extreme flexibility In the commmand and
control (C2) structure and highly treined alr crews who are
accustomed t¢ cperating independsntly in a wide veriety of
mission roles without a host of support.

On thie lapt 1osue of flexible C?, MAT'¢ imaye of bLeiny
overly "mother lv’  hag cieated g privepLion of belhy uh) enpunfive
te Lhe uger. Leciptons the atr crews uoe Lo Le Laking in Lhe
fimld had Lo be continually uprhasnelad far apinoval oftel
cauging dalay and frustration. Fleryibily Lo respond tu changing
situations 16 Lthe fleld rapldly e Jupl ap Lhe O puyuciure e
arowinyg largey and more complicated.  Furthier  MAC has bLeen
GV Sealou® Y teetang A L ar ekt ooty e derigned to o guppoy !
Cher bty ategye Jecloyinent o The poguglt L b, Lo Jivur ce thente)
At L from dntearatyon Wwithtn Lhe ftheater & al) courdination
dbructur e, Fopoweamt e, at o unt 3l oment yeeant ly MAC hiap
contended that {te ALCC could cparate yndepsndantly of Lhe TACC.
The TACC yo the nandor coorditmt yon slement of the the Tart jrg)
My Contyol ynten TN The Th-0 e Yhe gy inber face

YD NI PR N FTTRN WU TIV AR PR (O O T Y JRRTUTRYE NENREAE LR I TN (W (ST Jhe pyeegly L Loy,

the creatiun of twu poparate C,. plauciar s une ol 1L)ieat e)




airlitt and one for tactical atrike siraraft. Consequently the
result has been loss of airepace coordination, deconfliotion and
unity of effort within the theater. The autonomy in MAC C2 has
provided a peraeption to the theater CINC that his theater assets
were not his to acontrol.

fortunately thim has bdeen recognited dby MAC and TAC. Steps
are being taken reoconneoting theater airlift back into the TACS
and AAOS. For example in Desert Storm the theater airlift
missions are publiehed on the single Air Taaking Order (ATO)
ajong eide the atrike missions. However, MAC stil] publishes a
separate airlift mission sohedule with unique airift mission
information not inaluded on the ATO. MAC also added an airspace
integration cell to the ALCC to ensure proper and rapid airspace
coordination and deconfiavior with the strike forces. An area
MAU haw #idestvepped for many years. These steps are a monumental
leap forward in reintegrating thoater airlift baok into the total
sffort. ¥urther, MAC 1a now conduoting training for potential
COMALFs providing an understanding for the total theater
framoewurk within whioh they must work.

The TAM system provides the Theater CINC with airlift
axpartine and a management struoture to operate both strategic
and taatioal atrlift misatons. Integration of these two aegments
Uf atrlify are vital te untty ntf effort within the total
framewolrk of Lhe atrlift task However emphastis on the atrategic
ailde hanm uvausned a braskdown of mairtaining the taotiocal link with
the theater whioch allow theatar airlift to operate successfully.

With theme daflolanciam now being recognized and correocted the

Theatep CINC ahould recvognize the value of maintaining a




consolidated airlift system.

Besideg theater C2 there are other igasuea making the
theater commanders aquawk for command of their theater airlift.
Specifically, they aee an erosion in theater airlift capability
and they want a greater 8ay in the organization and capabilities

of their theater airlift forces. In the next chapter I will

8ddress these isaues.
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CHAPTER 111
INTRATHEATER, THEATER, OR TACTICAL AIRLIFT
WHICH IS IT?

Part of the CORONA HARVEST recommendations emphasized that
a "gingle organization for airlift should recognize the distinct
migsion requirementa of tactical and strategic airlift.” 22
Under pregsgure from (General Carltorn, MAC initially took great
gtrides to pregerve the image of the tactical torces while
incorporating them into the MAC airlift system. However, a
perceived inequality in gsupport between the tactical and
gtrategic forces created a division between these two roles which
perdonified itself ap the 'big MAC -- little MAZ' gyndrome. 23
What resulted was a push to equalize the forcee to create a
gingle aystem of rules, and regulations for gupport which applied
equally to C-88, C-1418 and C-130a resulting in the
trangformation of tactical airlift to more equal footing with itsa
gtrategic brother. This action further clouded the differences
between the tactical and strategic role. As a consequence
theater airlitt has had an identity crigis.

To support what I am saying consider the following: since
MAC acquired the tactical airlift assets all of the following
terma have been used to describe the theater mission,
intratheater airlitt, tactical airlift, and lastly, theater
airlitt. AFM 2-80, ‘Doctrine for joint Airborne and Tactical

Airlitt Operations”™ degcribes tactical airliti missiona as:

..airlitt operations used to initiate and sustain
many missiong, such as parachute and airlanded
asgaults, resupply and evacuation.” 2

Intratheater airlift givee the reader a symbology of relating to

‘intertheater” thereby placing emphasgis on airlift that occurrs
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atter intertheater airlitt, sealift or prepositioned war material
is made available for forward delivery. 1t connotates theater
airlift’'s role as an extension of the strategic deployment
miggion. The draft JCS Pub 4-01.1 “Airlift gupport to Joint
Operations° will describe theater airlift as:

‘. ..trangportation within a theater of operations.

These movements usuglly occur between main operating
bagses (MOB) and seaports to the forward operating
locations. Theater airlift also provides lateral
movement within the forward area, theater resupply, and
may execute the evacuation of casualties. The miszsions
to accomplish these tasks may be either preplanned or
immediate. Preplanned missions support anticipated
needs. Immediate missions result from unanticipated,
urgent or priority requirements.’

Very indepth, however notice no mention of airbornes/airdrop

operations.

Which 18 right? Is airdrop no longer required? What will
the Army want us to do? What about the other services? What I
am highlighting 18 the fact that theater airlift doctrine is in
trangition mainly becauge the user ig still not sure what role
theater airlift will play.

General Duane Caseidy, CINCMAC in 1086 stated: °‘when an
airlitt ftorce supports a commander, airlitt cannot be thought ot
3¢ an airplane; 1t i & gystem that includes a variety of
airplanes. With this understanding, the clasgic distinctions
between tactical and Btrategic airiift become blurred.” 2% What
Caggidy wayg 8aving 18 the Theater CINC should not care about the
type of airplane that will be provided to support hias mission.
That 1e MAC's job. However, the Theater CINC has his own set of
priorities which may not match thosme of MAC's. Unless the

Theater CINC clearly defines hig airlitt needs MAC will solve

them how Lt seeg f1t, instead of the other way around.
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Untortunately, history has shown us theater airlift users
have not mutually agreed on actual wartime theater airlitt
requirements. Just ag gtrategy depends on airlift, airlift
depends on strategy. The Army, the primary user of theater
airlift has been undergoing their own change in gtrategy.
AIRLAND BATTLE, AIRLAND BATTLE FUTURE, Army 21 all recognize the
deficiencies asgoclated with the Army’'s traditional doctrinal
emphasisg on firepower. AIRLAND BATTLE elevates maneuver to the
‘dynamic element of combat, the means of concentrating forces in
critical areas to gain and to use the advantages of surprise,
position, and momentum which enable smaller forces to dereat

larger oneg." 26 With the use 0f non-linear lines, dispersed
basing and use of light divisions greater emphaszis on maneuver is
going to require theater airlift to be more reasponsive.

When we speak of theater airlift today for the Air Force's
part, we are referring to the venerable C-130 Hercules. The days
of the C-7 and C-123 are now gone. Thesde two earlier airplanes
were used extensively in Vietnam in support of the Army
especially into very forward areas of the battlefield. The C-7
and C-123 were capable of landing on very ghort (<1800 feet)
runwaysg -- a capablillity which haa been logt with the retirement
ot these aircratt. The €C-130 18 no slouch and continues to prove
1ts veragatility in many roleg and can operate out of relatively
ghort (3000 feet) runways made of dirt and carry upwarde of 18
tons.

However, the C-130 18 getting old and the lack of emphasis
by the Air Force to pursue a replacement ie not going unnoticed

by the Theater CINCas. “The need for cost-effective and reliable
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theater airlift, previouasly aatisfied by current C-130s, iz a
long recognized and well documented requirement. However, the US
Air Force has not developed and produced a new medium tactical
transport since 1955.° 21 Part of that can be attributed to
airlift's low priority on the funding profile. As Jeffery Record
pointg out:

‘Though the Army ig the principal user of airlift

(especially tactical airlift) it is the responsibility

o! the Air Force to satisfy the Army'a airlift needs

and moat Air Fcrce senior officerg usually prefer to

spend money on warplaneg rather than on slow,

unglamorus transgporte.” 2%
This adds to the ¢redibility problem with our users especially in
light of the promisea made by the Air Force leadership during the
1870'e conaclidation. The Army in particular has come °‘privately
to believe that the Air Force cannot be counted upon to meet the
full spectrum of the Army's future fixed-wing tactical
requiremente.” 20 Az esuch they continue to develop and depend
upon their own organic meang of transportation of trucks and
helicoptera to support the theater tranaportation needs. Other
userg, the Marines, and the Navy all will depend on theater
airlift tn some form or another and each have their own unique
requiremente and priorities creating a gquagmire of joint theater
airlift 1a8sues.

Some of the 1ss8ues ar2 being created by the fielding of the

c-17. The C-5 and C-141 are primarily looked at as 8strategic
aircraft, where the C-130 18 the theater aircraft. As the

division between gtrategic and theater are blurred by the

fielding ot the C-17, the support for what has typically been

called tactical eirlift may be even further diluted.




The Air Force Airlitt Master Plan called for the retirement
of 180 C-130 aircraft ag induction of the C-17 takes place. N
The plan allows the reduction based upon the direct delivery
capability of the C-17 to the Forward Operating Base (FOB) thus
reducing the requirement for onward movement of cargo from the
Main Operating Bases (MOB). However, the Theater CINC will have
intratheater requirements outgide thoze of onward movement of
cargo. For one Malpositioned stocks must be moved from depot
areas to where they will be used. If the theater fleet is reduced
in slze this will reduce the capabilility and flexibility to meet
thegse theater demands.

The problem liesa in that national airlift needs may impinge
on the theater needs, meaning, although the Theater CINC has
accedd to the entire MAC inventory through the COMALF, higher
national requirements may preclude his cobtalining those assets.
For example, the diversion of aircraft dedicated to the gtrategilc
flow to support a theater requirement must be weighed againat the
degradation of movement of forces to a theater. With the
creation of USTKANSCOM and the emphasis on deployment of forces,
etrategic aszsets may be denied to ¢he theater. If the requesting
theater 18 not where the deployment flowing, it may be too low on
the priority poie to ever receive C-17 asupport for theater
alrlitt requirementa. The C-17 18 a needed addition to the
trangportation fleet, but I think the Theatera amell]l a rat.

Adding to the problem is coming up with a viable way to
meagure the theater airlift requirement. For years we have

measured atrategtc and tactical airlift on the same footing.

Thig haz led to our attempting to define tactical requirements in




atrategic terma. Without a deubt the most quoted measure for
airlift effectivenegs ig millione of ton/mileg per day, a
homogeneous measure which is easily quantifiable, but diascounts
the multifacjted and unique requirements piaced upon theater
airlitt. °"Indeed, more than a few tactical airlift experts regard
groeege ton/mile productivity as a virtually useless measure of
tactical airlift effectiveness."” }l Why? Because atrategic
airlift regquirements are based upon a determined preplanned flow.
‘In no major past conflict have US tactical airliftt requiremenis
been remotely predictable in advance, and certainly not in
comparison to those of gtrategic airlift.” 32 Within a theater

of operationg, the flow of the battle and the needs of the
theater CINC will determine the migsion of the day -- gomething
not 80 easily quantified.

Further, the economiesg sgsought in a strategic operation may
not be appropriate in a theater campaign. Delivery of one case
of ammunition, or the airdrop of one bundle containing vital
supplies at the right place hag more value than all the ton miles
inp the world. Will we be willing to operate a C-17, for example,
with less than a full load? What i3 required i8 an airplana
which can operate cogh effectively with loads degfigned to meet
theater needs with a fleet capabile of generating many asorties.
Flexitbility will be found in the actual rumbers of aircraft in
the fleet not the individual hauling capability of the airplane.

When we speak of the right place thisa raises the question
ot how far forward and in what threat conditions will theater

airlift be expected to go. Again that may depend on the

aituation ot the moment. The argument questioning the
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willingnese of the air force to commit airlift asseta to torwara.
areag based on aircraftt coat are irrelevant. Combat loases would
be unavoidable and the cost of any piece of military equipment is
only an 1g8ue when ~ompared to the national military objective to
be gained or loat. If the national priority is asufficiently
dear, 1t i8 clearly appropriate to commit any cr all military
aggets to achieve the desired goal. However, if we are to commit
airlift forces in a medium to high threat tactical environment we
ghould give them the means to achieve a high probability of
succesg in that environment. The threat variea by theater which
again gives reason for the Theater CINC to want command of their
own theater airlift. They can design it to meet their sapecific
problema vice a vanilla fleet which may be a compromisme to
satiafy everyone's needs, but meeting none.

A pertect example is HQ United States Air Forcea Europe,
(HQUSAFE) European Distribution Syatem (EDS). USAFE desired an
additional air transportation to provide logistic support for the
European aseigned fighterge and reduce the workload on theater
C-1308. The system was validated to improve fighter reliability.
Also, USAFE desired a tranaportation aystem that was not under
the purview of the Airlift Service Industrial Fund (ASIF), ag the
C-1308 are. ‘ASIF 18 a management toocl used by MAC tor
allocating DOD airlift, as well ag providing flexibility to meet
changing airli1ft needa. C(Congregg directed this management in
1558, to meke air movement of passengera and cargo visible as a
cost.” 3 In theory having common u. ar aiprlift ASIF funded

provideg equity of aservice to all usere and i8 a vehicle by which

airlitt can be prioritized afgaingt alternative forme of




transportation. Obviously, unit owned tranaportation {s monre
desirable as the unit does not extermlily ‘pay’ for the
trangportation.
EDS consisted of a dedicated communication system between

fighter wings, and one squadron of C-23 Sherpa sircratt. The Alr
Staf{ approved the system, however it was funded on the
requirement that MAC operate it as the single airlift manager and
that other services such as the Navy could use 1¢ on a opportune
basis. Not what USAFE wanted, however to assure funding aupport
they agreed to the provisions set forth, but were succesaful In
keeping 1t out of ASIF. The C-23 was severaly limited in
capability. Its slow speeds made {t uUselems outeide of the
Central European front and {t had a limited 14ft ocapabi)ity whiah
At timea prevented the C-23 from f{ulfilling 1ta primary Miasion.

i USAFE even refused (¢ allow MAC to purchase ervira passenger » .aly

for the atroraft for fear MAC would try to use the airplane

oulmaide of dedicated uase for USAFE fighters.

Did ¥D8 stmprove reliablity or reduce the workload of the
C-13087 1 am nut aure. Hut the C-2) ias already being retired,
rust, {ive years after 1t way f{lelded, Thin kind of Vheater
parcohialiam 38 why we conmolidated In the firab place. Howaver,
MA: and the Alr kForice nesad to work vloaely with the Theater CINCw
Lo ensure Vhe proper tactice and capabilitier arev being pruvided
tu maet Lhelr misajion needs.

For example, tn W88 |1 wam tnvolved with planning Lo
conmultdate all of the Adverse Weather Aerial Delivery (AWADN)

ColYgr o Yoga Atr Jorce hase One squadron of AWADH alvap.-1 mpe

tbaned wt Jtheyr, Matn Ab, dermany hue to the aging AWADH » Lam




1L wae beooming inereasing more diffieult and eeatly Lo suppert
the syftem al Lwe Jecatvions. By eenselidering MAQO cveuld reduce
the coat of maintaining two aeln of Jimited apare partes and
peraonnel Mmanagoement woeuld he aimplified an specialily \rained
atrcraws and maintenanes poereennel weuld all be lecdated a\ Pope.
When required, (he alreralt ocould he doeployed 6 Kurepe 6n a as
heeded Lanio KUCUM diosagreed eiting Lthat peor wealher In Kurepe
wauld degrade army airborne o it {0e) LPraining without o
aapabiliity s alr drep In sdverse weather Purther, they
eompliained Lhat flexibilty would be Jeat In reapanding to
poacetime euntingeney eperations. One elher undeecumented reason,
but bnewn frem persenal ewperionce, was KUCOM'e devire hoV Lo
Nave te vaiidate their need fear Lhe aireralt Lo MAC eadh Vime
Lhey dewired AWADE capeabilivy, In obther with the AWADN in
thaater RUCUM weuld net have barter fur Vhem - possvsalion Lo
nine tanthe «l Lthe law Alae, RUCUM f(olt MAC weuld net depley
Che asrcialt Le Rupupe BLEiutly Vo guppoury Vhesbor \reining.,
RULOM won sul kut net Lefure mueh feur star e four atar debate.

IV 1@ 1amuep Jibve Lhif Whioh give aredenae ifer reiurning
vommand of the Lheater miasiun hank Lu the Theater CINC av he ocan
urganise It haw he seen {1\ Huwever, aw we have already seen,
Thie wiil lead tu duplivation of atriitt ayatema and luas of
undty uil efturt and therasesd intepuporahilily protiioms as each
Lhoeater would seek Al aly )it atpruraft Lo meet theilr uwn unique
fieads

Haw Lhon oan we betier sarve the Theateras and regain louat
graund (v oy tantjoas) atriite foroee” In my Jart oheplar ]

will pruvide Lhene povummendat junm
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Were the opponents to consolidation right after all? Ig the
only way the theatsr CINC going to achieve the airlitt system he
wants i1a to command §t? In my final analysigz, no. The
synargyatio effect promised has bean achieved by having all
atrlift in & single organization. Consolidation has been good
for airlitt on the whole. Howaver, consolidation has blurred the
sidnifioance of theater airlift by creating a homogeneous airlift
system, one gystem for all and all ftor one system. The
asgimilation of tactical airlift by strategic airlift has created
a credibility sSap between the Air Force and the Theater CINCs who
want their own aystem to meet their specific needs. As the Air
Foroe acontinues to waffle on support of transport aircraft,
evpecinlly {or replacements to the C-130, the users will continue
to push for increased organic capability. Further, lack of
support for a strong theater airlift will give the CINCas leverage
to retake command of theater airlift. If they win in this
argument we will return to the duplication of suprort structures,
loms of unity of effort and parochialism which dulled our efforts
as in Nigke!l (Grass. True, theater airlift has taken a back seat
while jsmprovements have aimed at the strategic misaion, but we
muat remember that 18 where the crisis has been. Further, our
political inertia makes funding support for transport aircraft
tenuocus at best validating the need for a gtrong airlitt advocate

able to develop the support to field future airlift ajircraft,

However, the theater users with MAC must clearly delineate what

thuse theater needs will be.




Aa thig debate moves tforward, airliftt doctrine iz being
tested in the middle east. How CENTCOM employs its assigned
theater airlift asgsets 1n thie campaign will set the tone tfor
theater airlift for the future. No doubt the C-17 aupporters
are already calculating how many airlift sortieg could have been
saved had the aircraft been operational, but will they calculate
the value of the tactical aircraft as well? Or, just measure
tong hauled, and pecple moved.

What can be done then? Scme of what needs to be done is
already taking place. Snecifically, the recognition that theater
airlift must be integrated into the total airgpace management
gtructure through raconnecting Lhe TAM into the TACS. There is
communication taking place between HQ MAC and TAC not seen since
1976. 34 Further, emphasizing theater airlift as just that,
THEATER airlift which 18 tactical; not intratheater airlift. It
may be juast a play on worde, but 1t highlights why the airlift 1is
there -- for the Theater CINC as he sees fit. The initiatives by
HQ MAC to tratin COMALFg for their demanding positions 1s helping
these individuals recognize that airlift is not an autonomous

eyatem existing in and 1or itself. That the COMALF needs to know

his customer and be able to function with and within the larger
theater system.
The ALr Force needs to reaasess it desire to pursue a

homogeneous syatem which does not recognize the distinct

differences between strategic and tactical airlift. HQ MAC needs

to reexamine the lezgons of project CORONA HARVEST and tha

commitments made since the mid 19608. The Air Forae should

reaftirm airlitt’'s support to the theater by actively pursuing a




theater airlift fleet whioh meets the demands of the complex
theater environment and survive, a syatem amphaeising
responsiveness aAnd flexibility and the $agtigal nature of the
theater. In other w : i time and place takes precedence over
simply ton/mtlea of cargsa hauled This meana agoepting a lens
than efficsent operation.

Thie 18 possibly taking place already. One planner on the
stat! at 2lat Air Force, MAC's airlift operator for the Restern
Hemisphere. apeaking adbcut Deamert Storm told me: ’'theater alrlift

19 learning how to be tactiocal again.’ 3 1¢ that be the case

then theater ainrlift i1a baok on the right tract and the Theater

CINCu should leave well encugh alone




UNITS TRANSFERRED TO MAC
TAC

83Joth ALlr Divisston, Pope AFB (inactivated 3! Dec 74)
J10th Taotical Airliftet Wing, Langley AFB
vl7th Taotical Asrlift Wing, Pope AFB

8342h Air Divisson, Little Rock AFDP (inactivated 31 Dec 74)
Jl4iLh Tavtioal Atrliftt Wing, Little Roak AFB
46)rd Taotical Airlift Wing, Dyeass AFB

lat Aertal Port Aroup
lat Aerjal Port Squadron, Dyess AFB
2nd Aerisl Port Squadron, Little Rook AFB
3rd Aerial Port Squadron, Pope AFB
4Lh Aerial Port fiquadron, Langley AFB

lov Aeromedial Evacuation Group, Pope AFB (assigned to 378
Aeromediocal Airliift Wing)

Little Kook UBAF Hospital (assigned to 314 Tactioal Afprlift
wing)

Fope UBAF Clintc assigned to 317 Tactical Airlift Wing

USAFR

4nd Aercmedia)l Evacuation Group, Rhein-Main AB

BOth Aeromedial Airlift ¥quadron kKhein-Main AB

tLth Aerial Fort squadron, RAF Mildenhall

d24nd Taotical Airlift Wing (oconsolidated with 438th
Military Airlift Support Wing into the 438 TAW

Hoat responaibility for Khein-Main Transferrad to MAC

PACAY

J74th Tactica)l Atrlift Wing, Clark AB

218\ Taotica)l Alriitfv Squadron, Clark AB
‘770th Taotsiocal Airlift 8quadron, Clark AB
J48th Tactioa) Asprlift Squadron, Kadena AB
wth Aeromedial Hvacuation Group, Clark AB
70th Operationa gquadron, Clark AB

oth Aerial Fort fiquadron, U-Tapao AB

UHAFHO
J3uu Milstary Atrlt1tr Bquadron, Howard AFB (aoct 31 Mar 73)

Alaskan Alr Command (AAC)
J'7vh Taotioal Atrlift S8quadron, Kilmendorf AFE
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